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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910 

[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910] 

102G.  Misbranding  of  "  Perfect  Moth  Preventive."  U.  S.  v.  Byron  C.  Berry 
(The  Clements-Hallows  Co.).     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $100.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1364.    Dom.  No.  18444.) 

On  August  20,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  Byron  C.  Berry,  trading  as  The  Clements-Hallows  Co.,  New  York, 
N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910,  on  or  about  March  12.  1923,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Perfect  Moth  Preventive,"  which  was  a 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit.  "  Perfect  Moth  Preventive  Directions  Simply  rub- 
the  cake  on  the  insides  of  Bureau  Drawers,  Clothes  Closets,  etc.  The  larger 
the  surface  covered  the  greater  the  protection,"  borne  on  the  labels  of  the 
said  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements 
the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  pur- 
chaser, in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would 
be  an  effective  remedy  against  moths ;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used 
as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  moths. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  paraffin  and  coloring  matter,  that  is  to 
say.  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert 
substances  so  contained  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all 
on  the  label  affixed  to  the  cakes  of  the  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  of  the  article  having- 
insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  so 
present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all  on  the  said  labels. 

On  August  31.  1925.  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1027.  Misbranding,"  of  "  Hart's  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets."  U.  S.  v.  5  Dozen  Pack- 
ages of  "  Hart's  Rid-0-L,ice  Tablets."  Default  decree  of  condem- 
nation, forfeiture,  and  destrnction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1314.     S.  No.  158.) 

On  October  21.  1924.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure  and 
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condemnation  of  five  dozen  packages  of  "  Hart's  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets."  It  was 
alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  May  17,  1924, 
by  Arehart  &  Co.,  Stickney,  S.  Dak.,  from  the  State  of  South  Dakota  into  the 
State  of  Iowa,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  in  the 
original  unbroken  packages  at  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  and  that  it  was  a  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements,  to  wit,  "  HART'S  RID-O-LICE  TABLETS.  Recommended  to  Rid 
Lice  and  Mites  from  Poultry.  *  *  *  Recommendations  from  many  poultry 
raisers  and  complete  direction  for  their  use  enclosed  for  lice  *  *  *  Rid- 
O-Lice  Tablets  Must  be  given  to  all  poultry  in  their  drinking  water  according 
to  enclosed  direction.  When  they  drink  this  Rid-O-Lice  water  it  quickly  gen- 
erates a  Gas  which  is  expelled  through  their  skin  that  is  guaranteed  to  drive 
all  Lice  and  Mites  from  their  body."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages 
containing  the  said  article,  and  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  RID-O-LICE  TAB- 
LETS MAKES  HEALTHY  POULTRY.  Instruction  for  using  Rid-O-Lice  Tab- 
lets. First,  we  do  not  claim  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  to  be  a  '  cure  all '  for  every 
poultry  ailment  but  when  used  according  to  directions,  we  know  and  hundreds 
of  poultry  raisers  will  also  testify,  that  our  product  will  quickly  rid  your 
poultry  of  all  lice  and  mites.  *  *  *  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  are  composed  of 
various  substances,  when  placed  into  the  drinking  water  are  taken  into  the 
blood  of  the  fowl  and  thereby  undergo  a  chemical  change  which  forms  a 
peculiar  gas.  This  gas  leaves  the  fowl's  system  through  the  lungs,  the  glands 
of  the  skin  and  their  body  excretions.  Through  these  skin  oil  glands  the  gas 
comes  into  contact  with  any  lice  and  mites  on  their  body.  This  gas  called 
Hydrogen  Sulphide,  which  is  generated  with  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets,  is  absolutely 
harmless  to  humans,  horses,  dogs,  etc.,  but  to  lice  and  mites  the  gas  is  unbear- 
able. They  cannot  remain  on  a  fowl  whose  body  is  constantly  throwing  off 
this  gas,  Hydrogen  Sulphide.    *    *  * 

"  Directions :  For  very  lousy  fowls  place  three  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  in  each 
quart  of  clear  drinking  water  until  the  fllock  starts  to  appear  more  healthy 
and  '  peppy,'  or  until  all  lice  vanish.  *  *  *  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  are  also  a 
great  preventative  and  in  many  cases  have  cured  certain  forms  of  White  Diar- 
rhea, *  *  *  If  your  flock  has  cholera  be  sure  to  use  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets 
*  *  *.  This  gas  called  Hydrogen  Sulphide  *  *  *  is  absolutely  harmless 
to  humans,  Horses,  Dogs,  etc.,  *  *  *  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  also  contain  in- 
gredients which  act  as  a  quick  preventative  for  White  Diarrhoea.  *  *  * 
For  White  Diarrhoea  and  Tonic  use  about  four  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  to  each  gal- 
lon of  water,  reducing  the  solution  when  they  appear  healthy  again.  *  *  * 
Fowls  must  drink  Rid-O-Lice  water,  otherwise  they  cannot  be  expected  to  do 
what  we  claim.  *  *  *  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  *  *  *  They  are  the  greatest 
poultry  remedy  on  the  market."  borne  on  the  circulars  accompanying  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice  and  mites  on  poultry,  would  make  poultry  healthy  in  all  cases 
and  under  all  conditions,  would  be  a  great  preventative,  and  would  cure  cer- 
tain forms  of  white  diarrhea,  would  be  an  effective  treatment  for  cholera, 
would  act  at  a  quick  preventative  of  white  diarrhea,  would  be  effective  in  the 
treatment  of  white  diarrhea,  that  chicks  suffering  from  white  diarrhea  would 
be  made  to  appear  healthy,  that  hydrogen  sulphide  gas  is  absolutely  harmless 
to  human  beings,  horses,  dogs,  etc.,  and  that  the  said  article  was  the  greatest 
poultry  remedy  on  the  market;  whereas  the  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  for  the  above  purposes,  hydrogen  sulphide  gas  is  not 
absolutely  harmless  to  human  beings,  horses,  dogs,  etc.,  and  it  was  not  the 
greatest  poultry  remedy  on  the  market. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each 
and  evry  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the 
article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  labrl 
borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  said  article. 

On  January  2,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dun  lap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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1028.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "  West's  Lice  Powder  For  Cage 

Birds."     U.  S.  v.  Magnesia  Products  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $10. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  1299.    Dom.  No.  18958.) 

On  October  6,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Magnesia  Products  Co.,  a  corporation,  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  alleging  shipment 
by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  May 
9,  1923.  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  into  the  State  of  Indiana,  of  a  quantity 
of  "  West's  Lice  Powder  For  Cage  Birds,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredients  Pyrethrum  Flowers  50%, 
Inert  Ingredients  50%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing 
the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it 
contained  active  ingredients,  to  wit,  pyrethrum  flowers,  that  is  to  say,  a  sub- 
stance that  does  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion 
of  not  less  than  50%  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  sub- 
stances that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  propor- 
tion of  not  more  than  50  per  cent,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the 
article  fell  below  the  standard  and  quality  under  wThich  it  was  sold  in  that 
it  contained  active  ingredients,  to  wit,  pyrethrum  flowers,  in  a  proportion  less 
than  50  per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
50  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements, 
borne  on  the  labels,  were  false  and  misleading  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  active  ingre- 
dients, to  wit,  pyrethrum  flowers,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  50  per 
cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  50 
per  cent;  whereas,  the  said  article  contained  less  active  ingredients,  to  wit, 
pyrethrum  flowers,  and  more  inert  ingredients  than  so  represented. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  pyrethrum  flower 
tissues,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  inert  substance 
or  ingredient  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the 
label  borne  on  the  packages  containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient 
of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the 
inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  the  said  label. 

On  June  11,  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

1029.  Misbranding  of  "  Lice  Tablets."    U.  S.  v.  50,000  "  Lice  Tablets."  De- 

fault decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1258.    S.  No.  148.) 

On  April  14,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Georgia,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure 
and  condemnation  of  50,000  "  Lice  Tablets."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that 
the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  October  31,  1923,  by  George  A.  Breon 
&  Co.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Georgia, 
and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  at  Moultrie,  Ga.,  and 
that  it  was  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statement,  "  Lice  Tablets,'  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
the  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser, 
in  that  it  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  administered  as  intended, 
would  be  effective  against  lice;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  and  ad- 
ministered as  intended,  would  not  be  effective  against  lice. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  when  used  and  administered  as 
intended,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
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said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  cans  containing 
the  article. 

On  June  23,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

JO.'JO.  Misbranding  of  "  Lee's  Lice  Killer."  U.  S.  v.  105  Cans  of  "  Lee's  Lice 
Killer."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruc- 
tion.    (I.  &  F.  No.  1291.    S.  No.  153.) 

During  the  month  of  August,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Florida,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture, filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a 
libel  praying  the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  105  cans  of  u  Lee's  Lice  Killer." 
It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  May 
24,  1924,  by  the  George  H.  Lee  Co.,  Omaha,  Nebr.,  from  the  State  of  Nebraska 
into  the  State  of  Florida,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained 
unsold  at  Tampa,  Fla.,  and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  libel  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  body-lice  on  fowls. — Apply  Lee's  Lice  Killer 
liberally  to  the  roosts  an  hour  or  so  before  chickens  go  to  roost  at  night.  To 
get  a  wide  evaporating  surface  for  killing  body-lice  it  is  necessary  to  arrange  a 
12  or  14  inch  board  directly  under  and  close  up  to  the  roost.  Apply  Lee's 
Lice  Killer  to  both  board  and  roost  daily  for  a  short  time,  then  once  a  month 
regularly.  *  *  *  If  hen  and  chicks  have  lice,  remove  the  hen  and  treat  as 
above,  then  return  to  chicks,"  and  "  Directons  For  Use  For  Hogs. — Spray  or 
sprinkle  the  floor  of  sleeping  pen  or  bedding,  or  wrap  an  old  gunny-sack  about 
a  rubbing-post  and  paint  it  once  a  week  with  Lee's  Lice  Killer.  Spray  Lee's 
Lice  Killer  in  empty  troughs,  swill-barrels,  etc.,  once  a  week,  as  a  disinfectant 
and  germicide.  For  Sheep  and  Goats — Spray  or  sprinkle  the  bedding  two  or 
three  times,  at  intervals  of  a  week.  For  Horses,  Cattle,  Calves,  Etc., — Sprinkle 
an  old  blanket  and  tie  it  over  the  animal  for  an  hour  or  two.  Do  not  apply 
Lee's  Lice  Killer  direct  to  the  skin  or  it  will  blister  and  remove  the  hair," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  together  with 
certain  statements  borne  on  three  circulars  entitled  "  The  Lee  Way,"  "  Can't 
Take  on  Faith,"  and  "  Lee  Way  Mash,"  accompanying  the  said  article,  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the 
statements  on  the  said  cans  and  circulars  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  body  lice  on  fowls  and 
against  lice  on  chicks,  would  be  effective  against  lice  that  infest  hogs,  sheep, 
goats,  horses,  cattle,  calves,  etc.,  would  be  effective  against  lice  and  all  other 
vermin,  would  be  effective  against  chicken  lice  and  scaly  leg,  would  exterminate 
lice  and  mites,  and  would  be  effective  against  all  lice  and  all  other  vermin  on 
fowls ;  whereas  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective 
for  the  above  purposes. 

On  August  24,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1031.  Adulteration  and  misbranding?  of  "  Insect  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  the 
Stallman  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $100.     (I.  &  P.  No.  l.°>47.  Dom. 

No.  39802.) 

At  the  June,  1925,  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  within  and  for 
the  Southern  District  of  Now  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  aforesaid  an  information  against  the  Stallman  Co..  a  corporation,  New 
York.  X.  Y..  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910.  on  or  about  June  14,  1924.  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  "Insect  Powder."  a  portion  of  which  was 
adulterated  and  misbranded. 

Adulteration  of  a  portion  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for 
the  reason  that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "Pure  Insect 
powder."  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  kegs  containing  the  said  article, 
represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  consisted  of  pure 
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insect  powder,  namely,  powdered  pyrethrum  flower  heads ;  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  contained  in  certain  of  the  kegs  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  did  not  consist 
of  pure  insect  powder  but  did  consist  of  a  mixture  of  insect  powder  and 
powdered  turmeric.  Adulteration  of  the  said  portion  of  the  article  was  alleged 
for  the  further  reason  that  a  substance,  to  wit,  powdered  tumeric,  had  been 
substituted  in  part  for  pure  insect  powder,  which  the  said  article  purported 
to  be. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Pure 
Insect  Powder,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  certain  of  the  kegs, 
was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that 
it  represented  that  the  article  consisted  of  pure  insect  powder ;  whereas,  the 
product  contained  in  certain  of  the  kegs  did  not  consist  of  pure  insect  powder, 
but  did  consist  of  a  mixture  of  insect  powder  and  powdered  turmeric. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  contained 
in  certain  of  the  kegs  consisted  patrially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  powdered 
turmeric,  that  is  to  say,  a  substance  that  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert 
substance  so  present  in  certain  of  the  said  kegs  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the  said  certain  kegs; 
nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  so  contained  in  the  said  certain  kegs 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  said  labels. 

On  October  26,  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1032.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  MacGregor  Salairacine."     U.  S.  v. 

James  D.  MacGregor.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $72.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1366. 
Dom.  Nos.  19587,  19588,  19589,  19590.) 

On  August  22,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Con- 
necticut, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
James  D.  MacGregor,  trading  as  the  MacGregor  Salairacine  Co.,  Greenwich, 
Conn.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  May  17,  1924,  from  the  State  of  Connecticut  into 
the  State  of  New  York,  of  quantities  of  "  MacGregor  Salairacine,"  part  of 
wmich  was  an  insecticide,  part  of  which  was  a  fungicide  and  the  remainder 
of  which  was  an  insecticide  and  a  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  In- 
secticide Act,  and  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  under  the  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Active  Ingredient  Lead  Arsenate  15%  *  *  * 
Classed  as  Inert  Ingredient  85%,"  borne  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  sacks 
containing  the  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such 
that  it  contained  lead  arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  15  per 
cent  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than 
85  per  cent ;  whereas,  its  strength  and  purity  fell  below  the  professed  standard 
and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained  less  than  15  per 
cent  of  lead  arsenate  and  more  than  85  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above  quoted  statements 
borne  on  the  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  lead 
arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  15  per  cent  and  containued  inert 
ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  85  per  cent ;  whereas,  the 
article  contained  less  than  15  per  cent  of  lead  arsenate  and  more  than  85 
per  cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  contained 
arsenic  in  combination  and  in  water-soluble  form,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic 
so  present  in  the  article,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water  soluble  form 
so  present  thereim  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  were  not  stated  correctly 
on  the  label  affixed  to  the  sacks  containing  the  article. 

On  November  4,  1925,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $72. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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1033.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Hespro  Powder."    U.  S.  v.  Stand- 

ard Chemical  Works,  Inc.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No. 

1333.    Dom.  No.  19394.) 

On  July  6,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information 
against  the  Standard  Chemical  Works  (Inc.),  a  corporation,  Womelsdorf,  Pa., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  February  2,  1924,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State 
of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Hespro  Powder,"  which  was  an  adulterated 
and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Tri-Calcium  Arsenate,  not  less  than  36-35%, 
Lime  Arsenate  not  less  than  25.00%,  Copper  (Cu)  not  less  than  10.00%,.  Inert 
Ingredients :  not  more  than  28.65%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons 
containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were 
such  that  it  contained  tri-calcium  arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
35  per  cent,  and  contained  lime  arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
25  per  cent — that  is  to  say,  combined  tri-calcium  arsenate  and  lime  arse- 
nate in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  60  per  cent,  and  contained  copper 
(Cu)  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  10  per  cent  and  inert  ingredients — that 
is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  28.65  per  cent;  whereas  the  said  article 
contained  less  tri-calcium  arsenate,  less  lime  arsenate,  less  combined  tri- 
calcium  arsenate  and  lime  arsenate,  less  copper,  and  more  inert  ingredients 
than  so  represented. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements 
borne  on  the  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  not  less 
than  35  per  cent  of  tri-calcium  arsenate,  not  less  than  25  per  cent  of  lime 
arsenate — that  is  to  say,  not  less  than  60  per  cent  of  combined  tri-calcium 
arsenate  and  lime  arsenate,  not  less  than  10  per  cent  of  copper,  and  not 
more  than  28.65  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients ;  whereas  the  article  contained 
less  tri-calcium  arsenate,  less  lime  arsenate,  less  combined  tri-calcium  arsenate 
and  lime  arsenate,  less  copper,  and  more  inert  ingredients  than  so  repre- 
sented. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  con- 
sisted partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  lead  arse- 
nate, calcium  arsenate,  zinc  arsenite  and  copper,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so 
present  in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  label 
affixed  to  each  of  the  cartons  containing  the  said  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof, 
were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredi- 
ent of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  the  said  label. 

On  September  25,  1925.  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1034.  Adulteration  and  misbrancl ini;  of  "  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Lead.*' 

U.    S.   v.    Standard    Chemical    Works.     Plea    of    guilty.     Fine,  .$25. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  1338.    Dora.  No.  10055.) 

On  April  24,  1025,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Standard  Chemical  Works,  a  corporation,  Womelsdorf,  Pa.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  11)10,  on  or  about 
April  25,  1923,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Maryland, 
of  a  quantity  of  "Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Lead,"  which  was  an  adulterated 
and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredient:  Dry  Arsenate  Arsenate  of 
Lead  not  less  than  98%,  Inert  Ingredient*:  not  more  than  2%,  Total  Arsenic 
(as  Metallic)  not  less  than  30.0%.  Equivalent  to  Arsenic  Oxide  not  less  than 
30%,"  and  "  Arsenate  of  Lead,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages 
containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were 


Insecticide  54]    SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS  1255 


such  that  it  contained  an  active  ingredient,  namely,  a  substance  that  does 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
98  per  cent,  and  that  the  active  ingredient  consisted  of  dry  arsenate  of  lead 
only,  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  2 
per  cent,  that  it  contained  arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic, 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  19.6  per  cent,  and  contained  arsenic  oxide 
in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  30  per  cent,  and  that  it  consisted  of  com- 
mercial arsenate  of  lead;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article 
fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that 
it  contained  less  than  98  per  cent  of  active  ingredients,  the  said  active 
ingredients  did  not  consist  of  dry  arsenate  of  lead  only  but  consisted  of  lead 
arsenate,  calcium  arsenate  and  zinc  arsenite,  it  contained  more  than  2  per 
cent  of  inert  ingredients,  it  contained  less  than  19.6  per  cent  of  arsenic,  ex- 
pressed as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  it  contained  less  than  30  per  cent 
of  arsenic  oxide,  and  it  did  not  consist  of  commercial  arsenate  of  lead,  but 
other  substances,  to  wit,  calcium  arsenate  and  other  calcium  compounds,  zinc 
arsenite,  sulphur,  copper  sulphate,  iron  oxide,  aluminum  oxide  and  siliceous 
material,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  arsenate  of  lead,  which  the  said 
article  purported  to  be. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements 
borne  on  the  labels  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  an  active 
ingredient  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  98  per  cent,  that  the  active 
ingredient  consisted  of  dry  arsenate  of  lead  only,  that  it  contained  inert 
ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  2  per  cent,  and  contained 
arsenic,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  in  the  proportion  of  not 
les  than  19.6  per  cent,  and  arsenic  oxide  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  30 
per  cent,  and  that  it  consisted  of  commercial  arsenate  of  lead ;  whereas  the 
said  article  contained  less  than  98  per  cent  of  active  ingredients,  the  said 
active  ingredients  did  not  consist  of  dry  arsenate  of  lead  only,  but  consisted  of 
lead  arsenate,  calcium  arsenate,  and  zinc  arsenite,  it  contained  more  than  2 
per  cent  of  inert  ingredients,  less  than  19.6  per  cent  of  arsenic,  expressed  as 
per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  and  less  than  30  per  cent  of  arsenic  oxide,  and 
.  the  said  article  did  not  consist  of  commercial  arsenate  of  lead,  but  consisted 
of  lead  arsenate,  calcium  arsenate,  and  other  calcium  compounds,  zinc  arsenite, 
sulphur,  copper,  sulphate,  iron  oxide,  and  siliceous  material. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"Net  Weight  at  Time  of  Packing,  1  Lbs,"  borne  on  the  labels,  represented 
that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  packages  were,  in  terms  of  weight,  1 
pound  of  the  article ;  whereas  the  contents  of  the  said  packages  were  not 
correctly  stated  on  the  outside  thereof,  in  that  they  contained  less  than  1 
pound  of  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  lead  arsenate, 
calcium  arsenate,  and  zinc  arsenite,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing 
the  said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  September  25,  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1035.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Insect  Powder."  U.  S.  v.  220 
Pounds  of  "  Insect  Powder."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture, and  destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1313.    S.  No.  157.) 

On  October  18,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  of  220  pounds  of  "  Insect  Powder."  It  was  alleged  in  the 
libel  that  the  article  was  contained  in  2  cases,  that  it  had  been  shipped  on  or 
about  May  10,  1924,  by  the  Eimer  and  Amend  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  from  the 
State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  and  that  having  been  so  trans- 
ported it  remained  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Cleveland, 
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Ohio,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
wrords,  "  Insect  Powder,"  borne  on  the  tags  affixed  to  the  cases  containing  the 
said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were  such  that  it  con- 
sisted entirely  of  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  powdered  pyrethrum  flower 
heads ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  professed 
standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  did  not  consist 
entirely  of  insect  powder  but  did  consist  of  powdered  pyrethrum  stems. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  words,  "  Insect 
Powder,"'  borne  on  the  said  tags,  represented  that  the  article  consisted  entirely 
of  insect  powder ;  whereas,  another  substance,  to  wit,  powdered  pyrethrum 
stems,  had  been  substituted  in  whole  or  in  part  for  insect  powder  which  the 
said  article  purported  to  be. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  words,  "  Insect  Powder," 
borne  on  the  said  tags,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
words  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  consisted  entirely  of 
insect  powder ;  whereas,  it  did  not  so  consist  but  did  consist  in  whole  or  in 
part  of  powdered  pyrethrum  stems. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  powdered  pyrethrum  stems ;  that  is 
to  say,  a  substance  which  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present 
therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  tags  affixed  to 
the  cases  containing  the  article. 

On  November  2,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

J03t>.  Mishr;in«ling  and  alleged  adulteration  of  "  McConnon's  Insect  Pow- 
der." U.  S.  v.  23  Dozen  Packages  of  "  McConnon's  Insect  Powder." 
Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (1.  & 

F.  No.  1333.     S.  No.  160.) 

On  February  3,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the 
seizure  and  condemnation  of  23  dozen  packages  of  "  McConnon's  Insect  Pow- 
der ".  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about 
September  12,  1924,  by  McConnon  &  Co.,  Winona,  Minn.,  from  the  State  of 
Minnesota  into  the  State  of  Tennessee,  and  that  having  been  so  transported 
it  remained  unsold  and  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Memphis,  Tenn, 
and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statement,  to  wit,  "  Insect  Powder  ",  borne  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  pack- 
ages containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality  were 
such  that  it  consisted  entirely  of  insect  powder,  that  is  to  say,  powdered 
pyrethrum  flower  heads ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell 
below  the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that 
it  did  not  so  consist  but  did  consist  chiefly  of  powdered  pyrethrum  stems. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  a  substance,  to  wit, 
powdered  pyrethrum  stems,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  insect  powder 
which  the  article  purported  to  be. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  lor  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Insect 
Powder'',  borne  on  the  label  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  thai  the  article  consisted  entirely  of 
insect  powder ;  whereas,  it  did  not  so  consist  but  did  consist  chiefly  of  a  sub- 
stance  other  than  insect  powder,  to  wit,  powdered  pyrethrum  stems. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit, 
"  McConnon's  Insect  Powder  *  *  *  For  Getting  rid  of  Flies,  Mosquitoes, 
Clothes  Moths,  Lice,  Fleas  and  Certain  kinds  of  Worms  and  Bugs.  *  *  * 
FOR  FLIES  AM)  MOSQUITOES-— In  rooms  that  are  Infested  with  these  i^sts, 
close  the  doors  and  windows  and  then  use  a  powder  gun  or  shake  direct  from 
the  can  toward  the  ceiling,  into  the  corners,  buck  of  pictures,  curtains,  etc., 
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or  take  some  hot  coals  or  a  flame  in  a  pan  or  dish  and  shake  the  powder 
liberally  on  it  so  as  to  burn  the  powder.  The  fumes  that  are  thus  liberated 
will  penetrate  every  part  of  the  room.  In  either  of  these  cases  go  out  of  the 
room  and  keep  it  closed  up  tightly  for  about  15  minutes  when  the  pests  may 
be  swept  up  and  burned.  *  *  *  FOR  BEDBUGS — Dust  the  powder  liberally 
into  every  crack  and  joint  of  the  bedstead  and  even  over  the  bed  clothing. 
Fumigating  as  in  accordance  with  instructions  for  flies  and  mosquitoes,  is  also 
effective  for  this  purpose.  Repeat  this  operation  if  necessary.  *  *  *  When 
the  powder  is  blown  into  the  air,  or  put  anywhere  where  the  flies  and  insects 
come  in  contact  with  it,  it  closes  the  respiratory  glands  of  the  insects,  pro- 
ducing stupefaction  and  death.  FOR  LICE  ON  ANIMALS.  FOWLS  AND 
HUMAN  BEINGS — Blow  the  powder  into  the  hair  of  either  man  or  beast. 
It  may  be  necessary  to  repeat  this  several  times.  The  powder  is  absolutely 
harmless  used  in  this  way  and  can  be  washed  out  very  readily.  FOR  CHICKEN 
LICE,  both  in  Old  and  Young  Chicks — Blow  the  powder  into  the  feathers 
thoroughly,  being  careful  to  get  it  under  the  wings  between  the  legs  and  under 
the  feathers  all  over  the  body.  This  powder  will  not  hurt  the  newly  hatched 
chicks  and  will  rid  them  of  lice.  CERTAIN  KINDS  OF  PLANT  LICE— 
Immediately  after  the  plants  are  wet  or  in  the  morning  when  they  are  wet 
with  dew,  use  a  blower  and  blow  the  powder  everywhere  about  the  plant  and 
under  the  leaves,  especially  where  the  plant  shows  it  is  infested  with  these 
lice.  Also  dust  it  on  the  ground  just  below  the  plant.  You  will  find  this 
powder  very  effective  for  this  purpose.  *  *  *  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  people 
are  using  screens  on  their  homes,  many  flies  and  many  insects  which  we  have 
mentioned  on  this  label  get  into  the  house.  To  rid  yourself  of  them,  you  should 
lay  in  a  good  supply  of  McConnon's  Insect  Powder,"  borne  on  the  said  labels, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that 
they  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  flies,  mosquitoes,  clothes  moths,  lice,  fleas,  bedbugs,  other  in- 
sects, and  certain  kinds  of  worms  and  bugs :  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice  on  animals,  fowls,  and  human  beings,  chicken  lice,  certain  kinds 
of  plant  lice,  and  many  flies  and  many  insects,  whereas  the  said  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  flies,  mosquitoes, 
clothes  moths,  lice,  fleas,  bedbugs,  other  insects,  and  certain  kinds  of  worms  and 
bugs,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice  on  animals,  fowls,  and 
human  beings,  chicken  lice,  certain  kinds  of  plant  lice,  and  many  flies  and  many 
insects. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  powdered  pyrethrum  stems,  which 
said  inert  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and 
the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  so  present 
in  the  said  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the 
label  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof, 
were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  substance  or  in- 
gredient of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percent- 
age of  the  inert  substance  or  substances  so  contained  therein  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  said  label. 

On  November  17,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  a 
decree  was  entered  adjudging  the  product  to  be  misbranded  and  ordering 
its  condemnation  and  forfeiture,  and  it  was  further  ordered  by  the  court  that 
the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1037.  Misbranding:  of  "  Mosqnitone."  U.  S.  v.  5S  Dozen  Bottles  of  "  Mos> 
qnitone."  Defanlt  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeitnre,  and  de- 
strnction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1380.    S.  No.  167.) 

On  or  about  September  17,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  South- 
ern District  of  Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture^ 
filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  pray- 
ing the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  58  dozen  bottles  of  "  Mosquitone."  It 
was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  by  McKesson  & 
Robbins  (Inc.),  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  in  part  on  or  about  July  11,  1925,  and  in  part 
on  or  about  July  23,  1925,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Iowa, 
and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  at  Burlington,  Iowa, 
and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statement,  to  wit,  "  Inert  Matter  Water  10%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  rea- 
son of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article 
contained  no  inert  ingredients  in  addition  to  water;  whereas,  it  did  contain 
inert  ingredients  in  addition  to  water,  to  wit,  alcohol  and  soap. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water,  alcohol,  and  soap, 
that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  in- 
sects, and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients  so  contained  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  the  label  borne  upon  each  of  the  cartons  or  bottles  containing  the 
said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and 
the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  November  19,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1038.  Misbranding:  of  "  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets."  U.  S.  v.  32  Bottles  of  "  Rid-O- 
Lice  Tablets."  Defanlt  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and 
destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1383.    S.  No.  169.) 

On  or  about  October  1,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Iowa,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying 
the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  32  bottles  of  "  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets."  It  was 
alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  by  Arehart  &  Co.,  Stickney. 
S.  Dak.,  on  or  about  August  1,  1925,  from  the.  State  of  South  Dakota  into  the 
State  of  Iowa,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  and  in 
the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Burlington,  Iowa,  and  that  it  was  a  mis- 
branged  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements,  to  wit,  "  Hart's  Rid-O-Lice  tablets  for  poultry  *  *  *  Must  be 
given  to  the  poultry  in  their  drinking  water  "  borne  on  the  packages  containing 
the  said  article,  and  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Hart's  Rid-O-Lice  Tablets  Direc- 
tions Crush  and  dissolve  three  Rid-O-Lice  tablets  to  each  quart  of  clear  drink- 
ing water,"  borne  on  the  circulars  accompanying  the  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice  on  poultry ;  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  would  not. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the 
article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or 
aflixed  to  the  carton  or  bottles  containing  the  said  article. 

On  November  19,  1925,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1030.  MiMbrandinpr  of  "  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid."     U.  S.  v.  D.  Harlnn 
Dm  mm oimI.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $10.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1264.    Dom.  No. 

17883.) 

On  August  8,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in 
the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
D.  Harlan  Drummond,  trading  as  the  Kansas  City  Tobacco  Products  Co., 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Wis- 
consin, of  a  quantity  of  "  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid,"  which  was  a  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid  An  Insecticide  For 
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Spraying.  For  Greenhouse  White  Fly  and  Mealy  Bug.  *  *  *  Four  tea- 
spoonfuls  Drummond's  White  Fly  Liquid  to  one  and  one  half  gallons  of 
water  makes  a  spray  solution  of  sufficient  strength  to  destroy  White  Fly  on 
Fuchsias ;  Pelargoniums,  etc.,  and  Mealy  bug  on  Coleus,  Vincas,  etc.  Because 
of  the  oily  ingredients  in  this  mixture  it  is  very  necessary  to  shake  the  liquid 
well  before  measuring  out."  and  "  One  spraying  with  Drummond's  White  Fly 
Liquid  is  usually  sufficient  for  plants  infested  with  White  Fly,  getting  all  the 
live  ones.  But  in  extreme  cases  two  sprayings  (24  hours  apart)  may  be 
necessary.  Allowing  ten  days  for  the  hatching  of  the  eggs  or  larvse,  it  is 
advisable  to  spray  again  at  that  time  to  rid  the  plants  completely  of  the  pests.", 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled 
and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  repre- 
sented that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective 
remedy  against  white  flies  and  mealy  bugs;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  white  flies  and 
mealy  bugs. 

On  November  25,  1925,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  infor- 
mation and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1040.  Adulteration  and  misbranding:  of  "  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant 

No.  1."  U.  S.  v.  The  Weigple  Co.  Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine, 
$50.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1326.    Dom.  No.  18796.) 

On  February  16,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Ohio,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Weigle  Co.,  a  corporation  trading  as  the  Chemical  Supply  Co..  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910,  on  or  about  June  2.  1923,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  New 
York,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Coal  Tar  Dip  and  Disinfectant  No.  1,"  which  was  an 
adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  had  been  sold  as  an  article  that  contained  phenols  in  the  proportion  of 
not  less  than  25  per  cent,  coal  tar  hydrocarbons  and  phenols  combined  in  the 
proportion  of  not  less  than  70  per  cent,  and  water  in  the  proportion  of  not 
more  than  9  per  cent,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  con- 
tained phenols  in  a  proportion  less  than  25  per  cent,  it  contained  coal  tar 
hydrocarbons  and  phenols  combined  in  a  proportion  less  than  70  per  cent, 
and  contained  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  9  per  cent. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  article  consisted  partially 
of  an  inert  substance  or  ingredient,  to  wit,  water;  that  is  to  say,  a  substance 
that  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  or  ingredient  so  present 
therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  labal  borne  on  the  barrels 
containing  the  article;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  in- 
secticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients  so  present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the 
said  labels. 

On  September  14,  1925,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was 
entered  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1041.  Misbranding:  of  "An-Fo  Brand  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v.  John  D.  Rose- 

field.    Plea  of  gniilty.    Fine,  $75.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1316.    Dom.  No.  19280.) 

At  the  July,  1925,  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  within  and  for 
the  Northern  District  of  California,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  dis- 
trict, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  aforesaid  an  information  against  John  D.  Rosefield,  Oakland,  Calif., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  September  27,  1923,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the  State  of 
Utah,  of  a  quantity  of  "An-Fo  Brand  Disinfectant,"  which  was  a  misbranded 
insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  For  germs    *    *    *    on  fowls  and  other  ani- 
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mals  *  *  *  For  cuts  *  *  *,  For  *  *  *  vermin  on  fowls  and  other 
animals  *  *  *  if  spraying  is  done  frequently  spray  with  Solution  No.  2. 
If  spraying  is  only  done  a  few  times  a  year,  use  Oil  Solution  A  or  B  Spray 
dropping  boards,  walls  and  roosts  thoroughly  wetting  in  cracks.  For  *  *  * 
mites,  fowls  may  be  dipped  or  sprayed  with  Solution  No.  3  *  *  *  For 
Sheep  dip  twice,  two  weeks  apart  with  Solution  No.  2  *  *  *  For  mange 
on  all  animals  *  *  *  In  hog  cholera,  wet  wallow  with  Solution  No.  1  and 
give  as  drinking  water  Solution  No.  5.  *  *  *  For  contagious  abortion  in 
cows  *  *  *,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  repre- 
sented that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against 
all  germs  that  infest  fowls  and  other  animals,  and  for  all  types  and  varieties 
of  cuts  on  animals,  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  vermin 
that  infest  or  attack  fowls  and  other  animals,  and  against  mites  that  infest 
fowls,  would  be  effective  as  a  dip  for  all  conditions  for  which  sheep  are  dipped, 
would  be  effective  for  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange  on  animals,  in  the 
treatment  of  hog  cholera  and  for  contagious  abortion  in  cows ;  whereas,  the 
said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  above 
purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  "  Net 
Contents  1  Quart,"  borne  on  the  said  labels,  represented  that  the  contents  of 
the  said  cans  were,  in  terms  of  measure,  one  quart  of  the  article :  whereas,  the 
contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  not  correctly  stated  on  the  outside  thereof,  in 
that  they  contained  less  than  one  quart  of  the  article. 

On  October  26,  1925,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $75. 

It.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1042.  Misbranding:  of  "  Heinrich's  Louse  Killer."    TJ.  S.  v.  Heinrieh  Chemi- 
cal Co.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1248.    Dom.  No.  18284.) 

On  October  11,  1924,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Minne- 
sota, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the  Hein- 
rieh Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
July  5,  1922,  from  the  State  of  Minnesota  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  Heinrich's  Louse  Killer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statements,  to  wit,  "  Guaranteed  to  Kill  Lice,  Nits  and  Mites  on  Poultry  Cattle 
and  Horses,  Fleas  on  Dogs  and  Cats  *  *  *  Moths  and  other  Vermin 
*  *  *  For  *  *  *  Dogs :  Sprinkle  the  powder  on  the  animal  and  rub  in 
thoroughly  against  the  hair  with  the  hand.  *  *  *  For  Poultry:  Take  the 
fowl  by  the  legs  as  shown  on  the  face  of  package  and  sprinkle  powder  so  it 
reaches  the  skin.  Sprinkle  over  roosts  nests  and  dust  baths.  *  *  *  For 
Setting  Hens :  Sprinkle  nests  once  a  week,  also  dust  baths.  To  prevent  moths : 
Sprinkle  thoroughly  under  carpets,  before  tacking  down,  and  on  upholstered 
furniture,  coats,  robes  and  other  article,"  borne  on  the  cartons  containing  the 
article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in 
that  they  represented  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be 
an  effective  remedy  against  all  nits,  mites  on  poultry,  fleas  on  dogs  and  cats, 
moths  and  all  other  vermin,  chicken  lice,  nits  and  chicken  mites,  and  would 
kill  nits  and  all  types  and  varieties  of  mites  on  cattle  and  horses ;  whereas  the 
said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  namely,  substances  other  than 
naphthalene,  phenols,  and  nicotine,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the 
cartons  containing  the  said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances 
or  ingredients  so  contained  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on 
the  said  labels. 
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On  October  27,  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1043.  Misbranding?  of  "  Mosquitone."    U.  S.  v.  30  Dozen  Bottles  of  "  Mos- 

quitone." Default  decree  of  condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  de- 
struction.    (I.  &  F.  No.  1376.     S.  No.  166.) 

On  August  27,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the 
seizure  and  condemnation  of  30  dozen  bottles  of  V  Mosquitone."  It  was 
alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  by  McKesson  &  Robbins 
(Inc.),  New  York,  N.  Y.,  from  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  into  the  State  of  Missouri, 
and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  at  St.  Louis,  Mo., 
and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statement,  to  wit,  "Inert  Matter  Water  7%,"  borne  on  the  cartons  containing 
the  said  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement 
the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that 
it  represented  that  the  said  article  contained  not  more  than  7  per  cent  of 
water,  and  contained  no  inert  ingredients  in  addition  to  water ;  whereas,  it 
contained  more  than  7  per  cent  of  water  and  contained  inert  ingredients  in 
addition  to  water,  to  wit,  alcohol  and  soap. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit, 
"  Inert  Matter,  Water  12%,"  borne  on  the  bottle  labels,  was  false  and 
misbranded,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  said  statement  rep- 
resented that  the  article  contained  no  inert  ingredients  in  addition  to  water ; 
whereas,  it  contained  additional  inert  ingredients,  to  wit,  alcohol  and  soap. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water,  alcohol,  and  soap, 
that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  contained  therein  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  the  label  borne  on  the  bottle  or  carton  labels ;  nor, 
in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentages  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  therein, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  January  29,  1926,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1044.  Misbranding  of  "2  in  1  Lice  and  Mite  Remover."     U.  S.  v.  62  Bottles 

of  "  2  in  1  Lice  and  Mite  Remover."  Default  decree  of  condemna- 
tion, forfeiture,  and  destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1354.     S.  No.  165.) 

On  June  8,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Texas,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure  and 
condemnation  of  62  bottles  of  "  2  in  1  Lice  and  Mite  Remover."  It  was  alleged 
in  the  libel  that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  November  25,  1924, 
by  the  2  in  1  Poultry  Supply  Co.,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  from  the  State  of  Missouri 
into  thte  State  of  Texas,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold 
at  Houston,  Texas,  and  that  it  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

It  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  libel  that  the  article  was  misbranded  in 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  '  2  in  1 '  *  *  *  Lice  and  Mite  Remover.  The 
Contents  of  this  Bottle  is  Sufficient  to  Make  200  Gallons  '2  in  1 '  Lice  and 
Mite  Remover  is  absolutely  Guaranteed  to  rid  chickens,  turkeys,  pigeons  or 
other  poultry  of  all  lice,  mites,  stick-tite  fleas,  blue-bugs  or  other  parasites. 

*  *  *  Directions.  Mix  ten  (10)  or  fifteen  (15)  drops  of  '2  in  1'  Lice 
and  Mite  Remover  with  one  (1)  gallon  of  water  or  use  one  teaspoon  to  four  (4) 
gallons  of  water.  To  Use  more  is  to  waste  it.  Give  it  to  your  poultry  for 
four  or  five  days,  keeping  other  drinking  water  away  from  them,  and  they 
will  be  entirely  free  from  insects.    Repeat  this  process  every  two  weeks  and 
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you  will  never  have  to  worry  about  parasites  on  your  flock,"  borne  on  the  label 
affixed  to  the  bottle  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice, 
mites,  stick-tite  fleas,  blue-bugs  and,  all  other  insects  and  parasites  that  infest 
or  attack  poultry;  whereas,  the  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be 
effective  for  the  said  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  certain  statements  borne 
in  the  circular  accompanying  the  article  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article, 
when  used  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice,  mites,  blue- 
bugs,  stick-tite  fleas,  and  all  other  insects,  vermin,  and  parasites  that  infest 
or  attack  poultry ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  would  not. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  namely,  of  substances  that  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  as  directed,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every 
one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  contained  in  the  article  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  bottle  containing 
the  article. 

On  February  5,  1926.  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1045.  Misbranding*  of  "  Spratt's  Red  Mite  Liquid."    U.  S.  v.  Spratt's  Patent 
Limited.     Plea  of  non  vult.     Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1362.    Dom.  No 

18622.) 

On  August  4,  1925,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  District  of  New  Jersey, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Spratt's  Patent 
Limited,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Newark,  N.  J.,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or  about  February  7, 
1923,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  California,  of  a  quantity 
of  "  Spratt's  Red  Mite  Liquid,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within 
the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Spratt's  Red  Mite  Liquid,*'  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  it  represented  that  the  said 
article  was  an  effective  remedy  against  red  mites ;  whereas,  it  was  not  an 
effective  remedy  against  red  mites. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  water  and  extractives  of 
quassia,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or 
mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the 
said  article ;  nor,  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of 
each  and  every  substance  or  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substance*  or  ingredients  so 
present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  September  21,  1925,  a  plea  of  non  vult  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1040.  Adulteration  and  misbranding-  of  "  Mechlins:'.*  Hydroxeide  Powder." 

U.  S.  v.  Mechlins  Brothers  Chemical  Co.  Plea  of  non  vult.  Fine, 
$200.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1367.    Dom.  No.  19077.) 

On  October  21,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Mechling  Brothers  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Camden,  N.  J.,  alleging  ship- 
ment by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  on  or  about 
May  1,  1924,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of  Maryland,  of  a 
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quantity  of  "  Mechling's  Hydroxcide  Powder,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Dry  Zinc  Arsenite  .  .  15-20%  Dry  Calcium  Arse- 
nate .  .  45-50%,  Inert  Ingredients  .  .  25-30%",  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  kegs  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that  its  standard  and  quality 
were  such  that  it  contained  zinc  arsenite  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than 
15  per  cent,  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  the  proportion  of  not  less  than  45 
per  cent,  and  contained  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more 
than  30  per  cent ;  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the 
professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold,  in  that  it  contained 
less  zinc  arsenite,  less  calcium  arsenate,  and  more  inert  ingredients  than  so 
represented. 

Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  was  in- 
tended for  use  on  vegetation  and  contained  a  substance,  or  substances,  which 
would  be  injurious  to  vegetation  when  used  thereon  as  directed. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Dry 
Zinc  Arsenite  .  .  15-20%,  Dry  Calcium  Arsenate  .  .  45-50%,  Inert  Ingredi- 
ents .  .  25-30%,"  and  "  Mechling's  Hydroxcide  Powder  Analysis :  Active  In- 
gredients Copper  (Cu)  .  .  10-12%  *  *  *  Uses  and  Directions  For  Use, 
AS  A  LIQUID  Use  at  the  rate  of  2  to  5  pounds  to  50  gallons  of  water.  As 
A  DUST  it  is  preferable  to  use  in  conjunction  with  Hyclrated  Lime  or  other 
material,"  borne  on  the  said  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  not  less  than 
15  per  cen  of  zinc  arsenite,  not  less  than  45  per  cent  of  calcium  arsenate 
and  not  more  than  30  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients,  that  it  could  be  used 
safely  on  vegetation  without  the  addition  thereto  of  lime  or  some  other  ma- 
terial, and  that  it  could  be  used  as  directed  safely  and  efficiently  on  vegetation 
where  copper  fungicides  are  applicable ;  whereas,  the  said  article  contained 
less  zinc  arsenite,  less  calcium  arsenate  and  more  inert  ingredients  than  rep- 
resented on  the  labels,  it  could  not  be  used  safely  on  certain  vegetation  with- 
out the  addition  thereto  of  lime  or  some  other  material,  but  such  use  would 
be  seriously  injurious  to  the  foliage  thereof,  and  the  said  article,  when  used 
as  directed  for  certain  purposes  where  copper  fungicides  are  applicable, 
would  cause  serious  injury  to  the  fruit  and  foliage  of  such  plants,  and  when 
used  as  directed,  it  would  not  be  efficient  in  controlling  certain  diseases 
which  are  controllable  by  copper  fungicides,  such  as  bitter  rot  of  apples 
and  blight  of  potatoes. 

On  October  28,  1925,  a  plea  of  non  vult  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $200. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1047.  Misbranding  of  "  Jim  Bourland's   L.ice   and  Mite   Killer."    T7.   S.  v. 

James  C.  Bonrland.  Plea  of  gnilty.  Fine,  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  1337. 
Dom.  No.  18581.) 

On  May  4,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Texas,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  James  C. 
Bourland,  trading  as  Jim  Bourland,  Houston.  Tex.,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  February  18, 
1924,  from  the  State  of  Texas  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  of  a  quantity  of 
"  Jim  Bourland's  Lice  and  Mite  Killer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Inert  Ingredient  about  92%  Water,"  borne  on  the  label 
affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Inert 
Ingredient  Water,  about  92%,"  borne  on  the  label  of  the  cartons  inclosing  the 
said  bottles,  and  the  statements,  to  wit.  "  Jim  Bourland's  Lice  and  Mite  Killer 
Will  Rid  Fowls  of  Lice,  Ticks,  Mites,  Fleas  and  Blue  Bugs.  *  *  *  Remem- 
ber, that  it  will  require  a  great  deal  longer  to  get  rid  of  mites  and  blue-bugs 
than  of  lice,  ticks  and  fleas,  as  they  only  infest  the  fowl  at  night,"  borne  on 
the  bottle  and  carton  labels,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  inert 
ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  in  the  proportion 
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of  about  92  per  cent,  and  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would 
be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice,  ticks,  mites,  fleas,  and  blue-bugs ;  whereas, 
the  said  article  consisted  entirely  of  inert  ingredients,  and,  when  used  as 
directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice,  ticks,  mites,  fleas,  and 
blue-bugs. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
completely  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients ;  that  is  to  say,  substances  that 
do  not  prevent  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on,  or  affixed  to,  the  bottles  or  cartons. 

On  September  28,  1925,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

104S.  Adulteration  and  misbranding"  of  "  Pine  Tree  Potato  Spray."    U.  S. 

v.  The  Sherwin-Williams  Co.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1357.    Dom.  No.  19936.) 

On  August  11,  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  New 
Jersey,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Sherwin-Williams  Co.,  a  corporation,  trading  at  Bound  Brook,  N.  J., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  July  15,  1924,  from  the  State  of  New  Jersey  into  the  State  of 
Maine,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Pine  Tree  Potato  Spray,"  which  was  an  adulterated 
and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  was  intended  for  use  on  vegetation,  to  wit,  the  potato  plant,  and  when 
used  and  applied  in  the  manner  and  form  as  directed,  would  be  seriously  in- 
jurious to  such  vegetation. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Sher- 
win-Williams Products  Pine-Tree  Potato  Spray.  The  Ideal  Potato  Beetle 
Spray.  *  *  *  For  the  Colorado  Potato  Beetle  on  potatoes,  spray  as  soon 
as  the  bugs  appear,  using  1  to  iy2  pounds  of  Pine  Tree  Potato  Spray  and  2 
to  3  pounds  of  slacked  lime  to  50  gallons  of  water.  Repeat  spraying  as  often 
as  necessary  to  keep  'bugs'  under  control.  *  *  *  Dusting — When  used  as  a 
dust  add  2  to  3  pounds  hydrated  lime  to  each  pound  of  Pine  Tree  Potato 
Spray  and  apply  it  in  such  a  manner  that  there  will  be  about  1  pound  Pine 
Tree  Potato  Spray  distributed  over  an  acre,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  packages  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason 
of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  as  directed,  could  be  safely  used  on  the  foliage  of  potato  plants ;  whereas, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  such  use  would  be  seriously  injurious  to  the  foliage  of 
potato  plants. 

On  October  5,  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1040.  Misbranding  of  "  Tix  Ton  U-Zit  Powder."     U.  S.  v.  Parsons  Chemical 
Works,  Inc.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine,  $25  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  3  334. 

Dom.  No.  17440.) 

On  May  20.  1925,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Michigan  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district,  an  information  against 
the  Parsons  Chemical  Works.  Inc..  a  corporation.  Grand  Ledge,  Mich.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  11)10.  on  or 
about  August  12,  1022.  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  Minnesota, 
of  a  quantity  of  "Tix  Ton  U-Zit  Powder."  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "Naphthalene  12%,  Flour  of  Sulphur  50%,  Sodium 
Fluoride  10%  Inert  Matter  Carbide  Residue  20%,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented  thai  the  said 
article  contained  not  less  than  12  per  cent  of  naphthalene,  not  less  than  50 
per  cent  of  flour  of  sulphur,  not  less  than  HI  per  cent  of  sodium  fluoride,  and 
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not  more  than  20  per  cent  of  inert  ingredients,  namely,  substances  that  do  not 
present,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi;  whereas,  the  article  con- 
tained less  than  12  per  cent  of  naphthalene,  less  than  50  per  cent  of  flour 
of  sulphur,  less  than  16  per  cent  of  sodium  fluoride,  and  more  than  20  per 
cent  of  inert  ingredients. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to 
wit,  "A  Germicide,  *  *  *  Deodorizer  *  *  *  Use  in  toilets  and 
wherever  needed  to  rid  premises  of  *  *  *  bad  odors.  *  *  *  Public 
Buildings  (Hotels,  Restaurants,  etc.)  For  toilets,  drains,  etc.,  sift  powder 
where  needed.  (Fumigating)  place  in  dish — two  tablespoons  full  for  each 
10-ft.  square  room  space,  light  with  match  and  close  all  openings  for  two 
hours.  *  *  *  Household  (moths,  Bugs,  Etc.)  Use  in  place  of  moth  balls 
for  storing  furs  or  clothing.  Sift  powder  for  bugs  and  disease  germs.  Use 
in  toilets  and  wherever  needed  to  rid  premises  of  vermin.  *  *  *  Used 
by  Florists  and  Gardners  as  an  Insecticide  for  lice,  bugs  and  worms  on 
plants  and  vines."  and  "Animals  (Lice,  Fleas  Sheep  Ticks,  etc.)  (Cattle, 
Horses,  Cats  and  Dogs)  *  *  *  exterminates  lice,  fleas,  etc.  on  all  animals," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  and  the  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "Also  effective  against  worms  and  bugs  on  vines  and  vege- 
tables, dry  or  in  water,"  borne  in  the  circular  accompanying  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that 
they  represented  that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  disinfect 
toilets,  drains,  etc.,  in  public  buildings,  hotels,  restaurants,  etc.,  would  destroy 
disease  germs  and  would  rid  the  premises  in  and  about  households,  of  all 
bad  odors,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  moths,  all  bugs  and  ail 
vermin  in  and  about  households,  and  against  lice,  bugs  and  worms  on  plants 
and  vines,  would  exterminate  lice  on  all  animals  and  would  be  effective 
against  sheep  ticks,  and  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  worms  and 
bugs  on  vines  and  vegetables,  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed, 
would  not  be  effective  for  the  above  purposes. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
sulphur,  naphthalene,  paraformaldehyde  and  calcium  oxide  and  calcium 
hydroxide,  and  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  of  the  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients  so  present  therein  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, on  the  label  affixed  to  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  article ;  nor,  in 
lieu  thereof,  were  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  substances  or  ingredients  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so 
present  therein  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  the  said  labels. 

On  November  6,  1925,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

1050.  Misbranding  of  "  Clover  Brand  Stock  Dip."    U.  S.  v.  Thomas  S.  Ingen- 
hutt  (Clover  Brand  Mfg.  Co.).     Plea  of  gruilty.     Fine,  §10.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  1170.    Dom.  No.  16907.) 

On  April  3,  1923,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Thomas 
S.  Ingenhutt,  trading  as  the  Clover  Brand  Mfg.  Co.,  Minneapolis,  Minn., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910,  on  or  about  May  9,  1921,  from  the  State  of  Minnesota  into  the  State 
of  Iowa,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Clover  Brand  Stock  Dip,"  which  was  a  mis- 
branded  insecticide  and  fungicide,  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statements,  to  wit, 

"  Destroys  the  germs  of  disease  and  affords  protection  from  contagion  and 
infection.  A  sample  of  this  product  has  been  submitted  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  examination.  We  guarantee  the  contents  of  this  package 
to  be  of  the  same  composition  as  the  sample  submitted  to  the  Department,  and 
that  when  diluted  according  to  the  directions  printed  hereon  for  the  treat- 
ment of  sheep  scap,  it  will  give  a  dipping  fluid  of  the  composition  required 
of  a  Coal  Tar  Creosote  Dip  by  the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
governing  sheep  scab. 
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DIRECTIONS  FOR  HORSES  AND  CATTLE  *  *  *  Mange  *  *  * 
Itch    *    *    *    Eczema    *    *    *    Scratches,     Grease     Heel    *    *    *  Sores 

*  *  *  Contagious  Abortion.  *  *  *  FOR  SWINE  Hog  Cholera  *  *  * 
Mange,  Eczema    *    *    *    Canker,  Sore  Mouth.   FOR  SHEEP    *    *    *  Scab. 

*  *  *  For  official  dipping  *  *  *  Maggots  *  *  *  Stomach  worms. 
FOR  POULTRY    *    *    *    Chicken  Cholera. 

SPECIAL  INSTRUCTIONS  *  *  *  Be  sure  to  thoroughly  disinfect  the 
stalls,  yards,  pens,  fences,  etc..  where  animals  are  confined  before  returning 
the  animals  to  them,  after  being  treated  with  dip.  This  will  prevent  them 
from  becoming  infected  again. 

Animals  should  be  given  plenty  of  water  before  dipping  *  *  *  Clover 
Brand  Stock  Dip  is  harmless  *  *  *  Clover  Brand  Stock  Dip  is  a  safe, 
reliable  and  economical  preparation  for  the  following  uses :  HORSES  AND 
CATTLE    Abortion    *    *    *    Cracked    Heels    Foot    Rot    SWINE  Cholera 

*  *  *  Skin  Diseases.  SHEEP  *  *  *  Gangrene  POULTRY  *  *  * 
Cholera  *  *  *  Gapes  GENERAL  *  *  *  Exzema  *  *  *  Ulcers" 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  tins  containing  the  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  be  effective  in  destroying 
the  germs  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  diseases,  would  afford  protection  against 
all  types  and  varieties  of  contagion  and  infection,  that  it  might  be  used  in  the 
official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scab,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all 
types  and  varieties  of  mange,  itch,  eczema,  scratches,  and  sores  on  horses  and 
cattle,  would  be  effective  against  grease  heel  on  horses  and  cattle  and  in  the 
treatment  of  contagious  abortion  in  horses  and  cattle,  would  be  effective  in 
the  treatment  of  hog  cholera  and  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange,  eczema, 
and  canker  in  swine  and  in  the  treatment  of  all  conditions  known  as  sore 
mouth  of  swine,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties 
of  maggots  in  sheep,  against  stomach  worms  in  sheep,  and  in  the  treatment 
of  chicken  cholera,  would  prevent  animals  from  becoming  reinfected  upon 
return  to  their  stalls,  yards,  pens,  etc.,  after  such  places  had  been  treated 
with  the  said  article  as  directed,  that  the  said  article  was  harmless,  that  it 
would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  abortion  in  horses  and  cattle,  would 
be  effective  in  all  conditions  known  as  cracked  heels  in  horses  and  cattle,  foot 
rot  in  horses  and  cattle,  and  all  types  and  varieties  of  skin  diseases  in  swine, 
and  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  conditions  indicated  by  the 
term  "  gangrene  "  in  sheep,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  cholera  and 
gapes  in  poultry,  and  in^the  treatment  of  all  types  and  varieties  of  eczema  and 
ulcers ;  whereas,  the  said  article,  when  used  as  directed,  would  not  be  effec- 
tive for  the  above  purposes,  and  the  article  would  not  be  harmless. 

On  October  23,  1925,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

R.  W.  Dunlap,  Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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